The scholarship of the 1950s and 1960s on Soviet labor and the factory reflected the positivist social science practiced in those decades. It relied heavily on Soviet official statistics and an often exhaustive reading of the Soviet press to produce critical commentary on labor legislation and institutional practices. In the case of Solomon Schwarz's classic Labor in the Soviet Union, the approach was explicitly comparative, in two senses: ''the Five-Year Plan system'' was compared to the situation (in wages, hours and working conditions, and social insurance) in the late 1920s as well as to contemporaneous data from other countries throughout the world, and found wanting in both respects. Schwarz not unreasonably attributed the deterioration of ''labor'' during the 1930s and 1940s to the abandonment of the goal of assuring ''a maximum of security to all working people'' once ''maximum production became the prevailing consideration''. He dates this ''revision of [:::] principles' ' to 1929. 5 The spring of 1929 was the ''terminal landmark'' for E.H. Carr's History of Soviet Russia, which is really a history of the evolution of ''Soviet policy'', including labor policy, through all its twists and turns. 6 The story that Carr told was largely one of party and state authorities grappling with a myriad of pressures and problems, many of them self-created, and through the give-and-take of debate eventually achieving a higher degree of organization and order. Thus, by 1928 Thus, by -1929 , ''a comprehensive social insurance scheme [:::] was in operation in the Soviet Union'', even if it was ''restricted almost exclusively to the employed urban population'', and was of an ''eleemosynary character ''. 7 In other respects the curve for labor was upwards, with wages, for instance, outpacing increases in productivity until 1929. Carr's relatively sanguine view of the trajectory of labor policy in the 1920s thus dovetailed with Schwarz's account of the ''fall'' thereafter.
The 1960s, the decade in which the ''new social history'' first emerged, saw little reflection of this breakthrough in the historiography of the Soviet working class. This partly had to do with Sovietology becoming more closely identified with ''the political'' (and not incidentally, political science departments) at the expense of ''the social'', and partly the relative paucity or inaccessibility of the kinds of sources that new social historians of other countries were beginning to mine -broadsheets, workers' memoirs, the local press, court records, etc. Thus, books on oppositional currents within the Communist Party, the industrialization debate, Soviet trade unions, and Bolshevik ideology remained within the orbit of political/party and intellectual history, with individual communist leaders, the party, and other formal institutions and structures as the main protagonists rather than workers or more amorphous class forces. 8 To the extent that issues pertaining to the condition of workers were addressed, it was in cyclostyled pamphlets on workers' control, the Kronstadt mutiny, the workers' opposition, and other retrospective causes célèbres of the non-communist Marxist and anarchist Left in Britain and France.
9 Some of these issues made their way into more scholarly publications in the 1970s.
C O U R T I N G T H E W O R K E R S ' R E V O L U T I O N
In the meantime, Leopold Haimson had published his two-part article on ''The Problem of Social Stability in Urban Russia, 1905 Russia, -1917 . Haimson broke new ground by explaining the changing fortunes of Mensheviks and Bolsheviks as a function of the emergence of a new metalworking cohort of industrial workers.
11 The argument relied heavily on the perceptions of leading social democrats rather than more conventional social historical data. Nevertheless, its social explanation of essentially political phenomena pointed in a direction that quite a few graduate students would pursue. Their dissertations, dating from the latter half of the 1970s, and subsequent monographs clearly reflected their training in the new social historyhence the importance accorded to age cohorts, family circumstances, 8 . Robert Daniels, The Conscience of the Revolution: Communist Opposition in Soviet Russia (Cambridge, MA, 1960) ; Alexander Erlich, The Soviet Industrialization Debate, 1924 -1928 (Cambridge, MA, 1960 ; Jay Sorenson, The Life and Death of Soviet Trade Unionism, 1917 -1928 (New York, 1969 ; Frederick I. Kaplan, Bolshevik Ideology and the Ethics of Soviet Labor, 1917 -1920 : The Formative Years (New York, 1968 Russia, 1905 -1917 '', Slavic Review, 23 (1964 24 (1965) , pp. 1-22. For a recent revisiting of his argument, see Leopold Haimson, ''The Problem of Political and Social Stability in Urban Russia on the Eve of War and Revolution Revisited '', Slavic Review, 59 (2000), pp. 848-875. occupational experience, diets, skill levels, strike propensities, and other quantifiable indices -and immersion in archival sources. 12 Eschewing the ''top-down'' approaches of an older generation, this group tested and found wanting Soviet historians' meta-narrative of proletarianization and its correlation with increasing labor militancy and class consciousness under the guidance of the Bolshevik Party. For Robert Johnson, it was precisely the maintenance of a ''rural-urban nexus'' that gave workers the ''tactical mobility'' (a term borrowed from Eric Wolf) to challenge those in authority in the late nineteenth century. For Rose Glickman, Russian factory women before 1914 largely remained ''between feminism and socialism'', because while socialists tended to subordinate their gender-based complaints to class issues, feminists were reluctant to engage with their sisters on the factory floor. For Laura Engelstein, crossclass collaboration, the ''liberal-radical, professional-proletarian alliance'', explained how the autocracy was brought to its knees in October 1905. For Victoria Bonnell, ''craft consciousness'' among the skilled, male, artisanal workers of St Petersburg and Moscow infused the trade-union movement in the years before World War I. Finally, for Diane Koenker and Steve Smith, the range of workers' political behavior in 1917 was explicable in terms of the diversity of their backgrounds and the conditions that confronted them, the rationality of their calculations, and the unprecedented opportunities they enjoyed in acting upon those calculations.
Differing in their geographical and chronological foci, these works reached different conclusions about Russian working-class formation and militancy. But all were engaged in telling a story of the experience of oppression leading to protest and higher levels of class and political consciousness. Their collective enterprise was, in this sense, no different from that of other social historians whose accounts of similar processes elsewhere and earlier appeared in print more or less simultaneously. 13 It was essentially a Marxian story of the imminence of class, albeit one that was refracted through a Thompsonian emphasis on the agency of people in ''determinate situations, within 'the ensemble of social relations', with their inherited culture and expectations''. 14 This literature was part of what Ron Suny and I referred to as the reinvigoration of labor history which ''shared in a general optimism about the political relevance of recovering experiences of earlier struggles''. 15 Ironically, just as Suny was celebrating the triumph of this approach in interpretations of the Russian revolution, André Gorz's Adieux au proletariat appeared in English translation, and Reaganism and Thatcherism were delivering devastating blows to working-class militancy in the United States and Great Britain. 16 T
Aside from its contemporary political relevance, the story that social historians told of Russia's militant proletariat begged the question of what happened to that class after the October Revolution. This question might be rephrased, in accordance with the historiographical emphasis, as: Why did the democratic potential of the October Revolution go unfulfilled? The French Marxist economist, Charles Bettelheim, sought the answer in ''an objective process of conflict between social forces'', whereby the ''economistic problematic'' -developing Soviet Russia's productive forces -won out over workers' own regulation of production. 17 In this conflict, which was above all a struggle between classes, the Bolshevik Party was cast as a participant in, rather than determinant of, the ''movement of history''. Despite Lenin's best efforts, this movement was toward the reproduction of capitalist relations of production and the formation of a ''state bourgeoisie'', unlike in Mao's China where ''redness'' prevailed.
Although covering a wealth of topics, Bettelheim's Class Struggles really turned out to be about the evolution of the ''Bolshevik ideological formation''. Its heavily structuralist orientation militated against considerations of the working class as anything other than ''the masses'', who were assumed to embody revolutionary socialism, whatever the circumstances. By contrast, in a series of articles published during the 1980s, Bill Rosenberg identified workers' primary objectives both during and immediately following the October Revolution as personal security and material well-being. He argued that the ''social reality'' of economic disintegration made this agenda impossible to fulfill and encouraged the Bolsheviks' tendency toward ''totalistic authoritarianism'' -''indeed, nourished it both by giving credence to its utopian visions and the view that alternative possibilities would prove ineffective (and were hence 'illegitimate')''. 18 The interplay between social reality and the Bolsheviks' agenda during the civil war and NEP years was a staple of social historians in the 1980s. As was the case with historians of other working classes, they paid particular attention to the impact of age, gender, skill level, occupation, and neighborhood on workers' identity and engagement in work-place based struggles. Unlike their counterparts, though, they were studying a society with a Communist Party in power and (pace Bettelheim) without a ruling or rising capitalist class. Their contributions to our knowledge of Soviet working-class history -and there were many, too many to cite fully here -comprised something of a golden age of social historical inquiry.
Did the proletariat disintegrate in the course of the civil war as Lenin complained and Western historians subsequently contended? Read Diane Koenker's article on ''Urbanization and Deurbanization'', and the first chapter of William Chase's book on Moscow workers. Did the opening of the party to masses of workers in the Lenin levy of 1924 lead to its ''dilution'' and a windfall for the apparatus under Stalin, as Trotsky alleged? Read John Hatch's article on the social origins of Stalinism. Was there a ''crisis of proletarian identity'' among older, skilled (male) workers toward the end of the 1920s? Consult Hiroaki Kuromiya's article by that title. In the light of the survival of patriarchal relations, ties to the village, and the ''particularism of work culture'' among textile workers of the Central Industrial Region, does it make sense to speak of an all-embracing class consciousness or even one that encompassed the entire industry? Chris Ward's book suggests otherwise. 19 The changing physiognomy of the Russian working class was a central concern not only for these historians but for those who pursued workers into the Stalin era. If I may be permitted a personal reminiscence, I vividly recall the moment at the Second World Congress for Soviet and East European Studies at Garmisch-Partenkirchen in 1980 when I became aware of the plethora of historians from throughout Europe who, like me, were pursuing topics on workers under Stalin. This was three years after the publication of Stalinism: Essays in Historical Interpretation, the collection edited by Robert Tucker that broke new ground by introducing Stalinism into our historical vocabulary and providing us with Moshe Lewin's brilliant contribution on ''The Social Background of Stalinism''. It was two years after the publication of Cultural Revolution in Russia, 1928 Russia, -1931 , which contained Sheila Fitzpatrick's now classic essay on ''cultural revolution as class war''. And it was one year after the appearance of her own monograph, Education and Social Mobility in the Soviet Union, a book that catapulted social mobility to the forefront of discussions about social support for the Stalinist enterprise.
Some historians were more persuaded than others by Fitzpatrick's emphasis. Donald Filtzer, for example, hardly mentions ''promotees'' in the first of his many books on Soviet workers, and only then to assert that promotion ''did not in any way change the class character of the society which promoted them'', and ''never altered the basic fact that the Stalinist elite was at war with its own society''.
20 But both Kuromiya's book on workers during the First Five-Year Plan and mine on Stakhanovism argued that shock workers and Stakhanovites did not see it that way. 21 Meanwhile, Vladimir Andrle's book which also appeared in 1988 -a banner year for Soviet working-class history -stressed making out rather than rising up. The shopfloor world he analyzed was one of mutual interlocking dependencies where the reciprocities and loyalties established by workers and their immediate bosses could be, and frequently were, disrupted by both Taylorist-inspired managerial schemes and mobilization campaigns, but where collusive responses to these efforts returned industrial relations to the more balanced status quo ante. , 1928 -1941 (Armonk, NY, 1986 , pp. 48-49, (emphasis in original) . One should also acknowledge the tremendous influence of Moshe Lewin and particularly his formulations of the ''rural nexus'', the ''quicksand society'', and the ''ruralization of the cities''. Moshe Lewin, The Making of the Soviet System: Essays in the Social History of Interwar Russia (New York, 1985) , pp. 209-285. 21. Hiroaki Kuromiya, Stalin's Industrial Revolution: Politics and Workers, 1928 -1932 (Cambridge, 1988 ; Lewis H. Siegelbaum, Stakhanovism and the Politics of Industrial Productivity in the USSR, 1935 -1941 (Cambridge, 1988 ). On Stakhanovism, see also Francesco Benvenuti, Fuoco sui sabotatori! Stachanovismo e organizzazione industriale in Urss, 1934 -38 (Rome, 1988 , and Robert Maier, Die Stachanov-Bewegung, 1935 -1938 (Stuttgart, 1990 These and other works of social history, somewhat misleadingly dubbed ''revisionist'', put workers and the shopfloor at center stage in the drama of ''Stalin's industrial revolution''. They identified which practices were replications or adaptations of older arrangements, which were borrowed from the contemporary capitalist world, and which were peculiarly Soviet. They helped clarify the possibilities and limits of social transformation during the 1930s, thereby expanding our understanding of the interface between politics and society. They also were the seedbed for local-and enterprise-based studies that, appearing in the 1990s, both qualified the macro-level conclusions and challenged the premises of these works. 23 The limitations of this body of scholarship now appear no less obvious. These include:
(1) A privileging of the industrial workplace over other sites such as offices, dwelling places, collective and state farms, shops and queues, streets, schools, etc., where everyday life -if not class -happened. (2) A preference for colligation whereby individuals' life (hi)stories were pared down to fit into larger (''grand'') narratives of class, oppression, protest, resistance, etc. (3) A tendency to regard official rhetoric and literary expression as misleading or useless in understanding social reality, rather than as discursive fields governing expectations, actions, behavior, social identities, in a word, subjectivities. (4) An obliviousness to nationality as a marker of official identification and self-identity. (5) A limitation of the chronological purview to the pre-war decades.
Some of these were common to the field of labor history as it was practiced nearly universally in the 1970s and 1980s; others are peculiar to the evolution of Soviet studies. All are constituent of what I am calling the ''romance of the Soviet worker''. 24 To refer to this scholarship as such is not intended to belittle it. Rather, I want to convey something of the excitement that many of us felt in pushing the field of Soviet history in a new direction, in the discoveries we made about a world that up to that point had been obscured by Soviet shibboleths and by Western historiography's own predilections, and in partaking in an enterprise that validated -or seemed to validate -our own commitment to social justice which we believed had been violated in the case of the class in whose name the October Revolution had been made.
We wrote about the 1920s and 1930s at least partly because we were fascinated -and appalled -by what was done in the name of building socialism during those decades. We tended to elide nationality (and religion) because we were not looking for it and probably wouldn't have known what to do if we stumbled across it. We cleaved to collective subjects because, as labor historians, we believed that it was through them that individuals obtained social agency. We were drawn to industrial work sites because of the Soviet romance with steel and coal, and, perhaps, because of our own materialist assumptions.
Discourse or the ''linguistic turn'' was another matter. At a conference held at Michigan State University in November 1990, several of the discussants from outside the Soviet field tried to nudge or push authors in this direction. Their aim was not to dissolve class into language (although, on second thought, that may have been exactly what some discussants were advocating), but to persuade participants that ''social relations, individual and collective identities, and their representation in language work on each other in complex ways''. 25 Results were mixed, I think. Contested meanings of class and worker identity were addressed by most contributors, but if, as David Shearer has noted, the book that resulted from the conference was ''intended to chart a new course in Soviet social history'', it failed, for it ''sparked no controversy, no new research, and no new synthesis''.
T H E R O M A N C E I S O V E R
This is not to say that research on Soviet workers ceased. On the contrary, the opening of Soviet archives in the 1990s spurred a veritable flood of such scholarship, though its nature changed. Archival access gave researchers the possibility of focusing on particular enterprises and cities to chart the process of class formation up-close, as it were. These closer encounters with workers -mediated of course by the institutions that collected information about them -were paralleled by the first contact that many Western scholars had with real live workers. 27 The experience in both cases could be invigorating. Among the best examples of this kind of history were the two monographs that centered on Moscow's proletarian district. In Peasant Metropolis David Hoffmann argues that peasants who entered Moscow's industrial workforce during the First Five-Year Plan established understandings of the world and their place in it that were at odds with both the culture of more experienced proletarians and what Soviet authorities prescribed for them. More important to their self-identities were their residential segregation in ''barracks and hodgepodge shantytowns on the outskirts of the city'', and the village networks, family ties, and migration traditions that guided and effectively shielded peasant migrants from both shopfloor discrimination and the state's agenda for their transformation into obedient Soviet workers. The ''new Soviet working class'' of earlier studies thus emerges as an oxymoron, except in the crude sociological sense of an agglomeration of industrial workers and in official Soviet discourse. More emblematic of self-identity was the migrant who remarked that ''at the factory I call myself a worker, but in the villageat the village assembly -I call myself a peasant' '. 28 This is reminiscent of Bob Johnson's analysis of late nineteenth-century peasant workers' ''tactical mobility'' (though not of Barbara Engel's study of peasant women migrants during the same period). The difference is that because the ruling Communist Party had institutionalized class categories, '''working class' symbolized neither collectivity nor revolutionary opposition to the established order'' for peasant migrants of the 1930s. Hoffmann's conclusions appear to be almost diametrically opposed to those that Ken Straus reached in Factory and Community in Stalin's Russia, which focuses on the same group of workers in Moscow's proletarian district. Like Hoffmann, Straus notes the shift in party policy away from attempting to control the labor market through organized recruitment and toward a combination of draconian laws against turnover and educational and training programs. But unlike Hoffmann, he interprets the shift as coinciding with migrants' own desire ''to abandon their old identities and [:::] gain the status of members of the working class'', as well as management's reorganization of job profiles, pay scales, and welfare provisions that turned the factory into a ''social melting pot'' and a ''community organizer' '. 29 Who is ''correct'' here would seem to hinge on the interpretation of certain behaviors that involved ''making out'', ''making do'', ''getting ahead'', and so forth. That peasant migrants retained or adapted certain features of their village culture does not preclude the possibility that the factory accommodated them into its ''community''. is that the line between peasant and worker may have been less stark in reality than in their conceptualization. Similarly, Hoffmann's emphasis on migrants' ''non-confrontational resistance'' may be another way of getting at Straus's ''self-making of a Soviet working class''.
But there also was resistance of a more confrontational kind, more of it, apparently, than was suspected before Soviet archives opened to disgorge their secrets. Jeff Rossman studied workers' resistance to ration cuts and other measures threatening their livelihoods in the early 1930s. 30 His finegrained study of strikes and other forms of protest in the Ivanovo industrial region east of Moscow put the relationship of workers to the party and state in a new light. He noted, for example, that ''official discourse -including but not limited to the concept of class -was a double-edged sword'', because ''[t] he official claim that the USSR was a workers' state gave workers motive to express dissatisfaction when they perceived that their interests had been betrayed''. 31 In this light, does the paucity of information about workers' strikes after the early 1930s reflect researchers' failure to dig deeply enough in the archives, or was it because workers had learned the limits of protest and resorted to other more subtle or less costly ''arts of resistance''? If the latter, how are we to interpret limit-learning -as indicative of class struggle by other means, or part of a process of mutual if unconscious accommodation between Soviet authorities and workers?
Even while some historians continued to pursue these questions others were breaking away from the political considerations that may have provoked them. Mark Steinberg's oeuvres provide a useful illustration of this trajectory. His first book, on printers in late imperial Russia, stressed the moral underpinnings of these workers' attitudes toward their trade, and their ''developing sense of self-worth''. Even as the book broke new ground in emphasizing subjectivities shaped by moral and religious (rather than political) impulses, its teleology was rooted in the older historiography. Rejecting an earlier image of employers ''as benevolent but powerful fathers'', printers posit ''a more fraternal relationship'' to which employers were unwilling to accommodate. 32 The revolution, so it was thereby implied, was not far off. His subsequent work on proletarian writers (or more accurately, worker authors) argues that these liminal characters were highly ambivalent about their status as workers, their association with ''industry'', and more generally, the urban world they inhabited. 33 Similar to Jacques Rancière's treatment of Parisian artisans undergoing proletarianization, Steinberg highlights their spiritual and emotional lives, asserting that the terrain on which they fought was not that of hours, wages, or other conditions imposed by employers and the state, but their own doubts about the collectivist ideology of the Bolsheviks and the direction the revolution was taking.
Other historians' investigations of working-class culture turned up a darker side. For Charters Winn, anti-Semitism ''seemed at times to be the only unifying force within the ranks of industrial workers'' of the Donbass-Dnepr bend in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This, it appears, was because though many Jews were proletarians, they were not miners or factory workers, and thus did not share in the barracks accommodation, stupendous alcohol consumption, and ritualized fistfights that defined the ethnically Russian and Ukrainian male workingclass culture of the region. 34 In an article published in 1995, Diane Koenker analyzed another component of male working-class identity, namely the ''deep-seated hostility toward the participation of women in the hitherto masculine world of work''. This hostility, intensified by the party's official promotion (but often weak implementation) of gender equality in the 1920s, manifested itself among printers in definitions of skill, the slighting of women's complaints about gender discrimination, and in insults, obscenities and even violence against women on the shopfloor. Wendy Goldman found much the same thing occurring on a larger scale when women were recruited en masse into factories during the industrialization drive of the First Five-Year Plan. 35 Darker still is the view of the masses that pervades Orlando Figes's history of the revolution. This was a ''people's tragedy'', ''which they [the 'people'] helped to make'' by ''the tyranny of their own history'', the brutalization of the war, the Bolsheviks' legitimization of ''the anarchic tendencies of the Russian masses'', and later, the Terror that ''came up from the depths''. Figes's admonition that ''as we enter the twenty-first century we must try to strengthen our democracy, both as a source of freedom and of social justice, lest the disadvantaged and the disillusioned reject it again'', is a long way from the ''general optimism about the political relevance of recovering authentic experiences of earlier struggles'' that Suny and I invoked. 36 What previously was couched in terms of workers' adamancy or rationality in confronting employers and the state, becomes the ''people's'' impulsiveness; they are victims of their own revolt against oppression.
Workers, in short, were de-romanticized. They no longer were represented as heroic resistors or martyrs to lost causes that historians authorized themselves to resurrect, but ordinary people who reacted to their extraordinary circumstances in a fascinating variety of ways. Most importantly, the assumption that class was paramount in telling the story of Soviet workers -or even that ''worker'' would be the primary category by which those employed on the shopfloor identified themselves -did not survive, and it is in this sense that the romance came to an end.
C L A S S D I S M I S S E D O R T H E W A Y F O R W A R D ?
Figes's eschewal of class was indicative of the tectonic shift that had occurred in the social historical landscape, especially, it seems, in Britain. 37 But within the field of Soviet history, nobody did more to dislodge class from its privileged position as a window onto social reality than the USbased Sheila Fitzpatrick. In a series of essays published in the late 1980s and early 1990s, Fitzpatrick argued that history mocked the Bolsheviks for whom class was paramount by ''declassing'' Russian society after the revolution. What in effect replaced real classes were ''ascribed'' ones. Class was ''a Bolshevik invention'' that rapidly took on dimensions of the old tsarist system of social estates (sosloviia) with its panoply of rights and obligations. While individual class identities remained protean and fragile, class assumed tremendous political and social significance in Soviet law and everyday life, encouraging a great deal of role-playing and masking. 38 Fitzpatrick's insights informed much of the scholarship on nationality, the other ascribed macro-category of Soviet discourse. Indeed, as many of these scholars have been arguing, nationality took on many of the dimensions of class, and by the late 1930s began to supplant it as the key category by which the communists distinguished friends from enemies. 39 Serhy Yekelchyk puts it thus:
[:::] in a ''workers' and peasants' state'' populated exclusively, at least on paper, by workers and kolkhoz peasantry, the category ''class'' lost its taxonomic value. Nationality, then, became the only universal label for classifying -and rulingthe Soviet populace. While in the 1920s the USSR was a state of equal nationalities and unequal classes, by the late 1930s it had become a state of equal classes and unequal nationalities, in which a party-state increasingly identified with the Russian nation. 40 Nationality and empire also supplanted labor and working-class history as the subject of greatest interest among graduate students interested in imperial Russian and Soviet history. Indicative of the marginalization of workers from the mainstream of Western historiography as the century turned was Fitzpatrick's book on everyday urban life under Stalin, which did not approach the factory gate, dispensed with class as a useful category of historical analysis, and instead posited homo Sovieticus, a ''social species'' with unique habits and skills mostly of a materialistic bent. 41 Of course, trends come and go. Scholars still found it possible to make contributions to our knowledge about workers and work in the Stalin era, as many of the notes to this essay testify. Within the past few years, new ground has been broken both empirically and conceptually with respect to coerced labor (a subject all but neglected previously by social historians), the proximate origins of the ''double burden'' that women workers faced, and trade unions. 42 And, just within the past year or so, two monographs have been published on particular sites of ''class struggle'' and ''worker resistance'' under Stalin, the Moscow Proletarian District's Metal (Hammer and Sickle) factory and the Ivanovo industrial region. Each, lavishly citing archival sources, restates the case that Soviet workers in the late 1920s and early 1930s were capable of defying party blandishments and police repression to exhibit behavior ranging from ''simmering, but fractured, discontent '' to ''open revolt''. 43 Nevertheless, despite the high quality of these and other works, there is no doubt in my mind that labor history has lost its cachet. Many factorsboth internal to Soviet studies (itself a field with diminished purchase on the public's attention) and more broadly, to trends in the discipline of history -can be adduced. The one I would like to highlight here has to do with the relatively recent extension of the historical optic past its traditional Stalin-era (or even Great Patriotic War) boundary. The proliferation of dissertations, articles, and books on the post-Stalin era, surely among the most noteworthy developments in Soviet studies, has already transformed our understanding of the trajectory of the entire ''Soviet experiment''. 44 What is striking is how little labor historians have contributed to this body of scholarship.
The difficulty of distinguishing workers as subjects may be one reason for the paucity of books on Soviet labor history for the postwar decades. Aside from Donald Filtzer's three volumes on production relations, the only one that falls within the category of labor history -and then, only equivocally so -is Samuel Baron's monograph on the Novocherkassk massacre of workers in 1962. 45 Filtzer's observation that the industrial workforce of the Gorbachev years ''was not a class in the Marxist sense of the term, since it lacked internal cohesion and even a primitive consciousness of itself as a coherent social group with its own distinct interests'' could just as well apply to the 1960s and 1970s. 46 Even as they grew as a proportion of the entire population and continued to be honored retrospectively for their contributions to the building of socialism, workers fit awkwardly as a class into socialism's ''mature'' stage. One index of this awkwardness was that the production novel with its workingclass heroes faded away from Soviet fiction in the post-Stalin era. Or rather, as Katerina Clark noted, they mutated into stories ''written largely by and about young people of the urban middle class, precisely the sociological category that was now in the ascendant in Soviet society''. 47 By the 1970s, the ''scientific-technological revolution'' (NTR), with its emphasis on improving economic planning and management via the application of systems theory, further marginalized workers, which may be why Soviet labor sociologists discovered -to their evident dismaythat few workers hoped their children would become workers. 48 If this is true, it behooves us to ask why. One answer is provided by Stephen Kotkin's Magnetic Mountain, perhaps the most frequently cited work of Soviet history published in the 1990s. Standing astride several subdisciplines of history (urban, social, intellectual, political) , and inspired by Michel Foucault's pursuit of power at the micro-level, Magnetic Mountain treated the new steel town of Magnitogorsk and its inhabitants in terms of ''the grand strategies of the state'' and ''the little tactics of the habitat''. Its central argument -that Soviet workers experienced ''positive integration'' into a larger political community by virtue of ''the game of social identification'' that involved learning ''the terms at issue and the techniques of engagement'' -remains unparalleled for its imaginatively bold sweep, even while criticized for not going far enough in acknowledging the ways that the idealized ''Soviet man'' worked on individuals' subjectivity. 49 Others have reinforced Kotkin's point. Barbara Engel and Anastasia Posadskaya-Vanderbeck were particularly struck by the fact that, among the elderly Russian women they interviewed, even those ''who did not benefit from the regime's policies of advancing workers and poor peasants came to share its overall goals [:::] [which] became inextricably bound up with a kind of Soviet nationalism''. Bruce Grant's account of the Nivkhi of Sakhalin Island comes to a similar conclusion, despite -or perhaps precisely because of -the utter devastation that Soviet power wrought to the Nivkhi's indigenous culture. 50 Oral history and ethnography, the approaches adopted by these and other scholars, are particularly good at getting at these questions of internalization and identity.
But ''what about the workers?''. This is the title of a book that inaugurated a major ethno-sociological series on workers across the Soviet/post-Soviet divide. 51 One of its co-editors was Michael Burawoy, a self-described ''Marxist ethnographer'' who, as a participant observer in wood-processing and coalmining enterprises of the Russian far north, tracked the transition to capitalism from below. Before that, in the early 1980s, he had worked in a factory in Hungary (''Red Star Tractor''), previous to which he put in a stint at a Chicago metalworks factory. 52 I cite Burawoy's experience, not to suggest that it be emulated (a tall order indeed!), but to illustrate how it provided him with a rich comparative basis for analysis. For I believe that if there is a way forward -or backfor Soviet labor and working-class history, it may be on precisely this basis.
Burawoy's work, as well as that of Sarah Ashwin and David Mandel, helps explain why class identity and class-based solidarity were so little in evidence during the traumatic upheavals of the late Soviet and early postSoviet years. 53 They show that perhaps the most important dimension of workers' positive integration into the Soviet welfare state was the enterprise paternalism that occluded differences between management and workers while heightening those between workers in different industries. A hallmark of the Soviet system, dependency on enterprise management and the distributional system administered by the trade unions (a policy referred to as ''social partnership''), proved too risky to challenge or forego in the absence of alternative civic institutions. 54 the 1930s, MMK (Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Industrial Complex) having been ahead of the curve. The real gap in our knowledge lies in the intervening decades when such arrangements were, as Filtzer puts it, consolidated. Scholars are beginning to pursue this process outside the production sphere, examining such dimensions as housing, material culture, and more generally, consumption. 55 But there is a great deal more to do. So long as we remain attached to a romantic view of Soviet workers, that privileges their cultural autonomy and capacity for resistance at the point of production, we will miss a great deal of what went on during these decades that was of significance to workers and that helps to explain their response -or lack of response -to the collapse of Communism.
Here is where Soviet labor and working-class historians have much to learn from their colleagues who study workers in the other Soviet bloc countries. A recent issue of International Labor and Working-Class History devoted to ''Labor in Postwar Central and Eastern Europe'' points the way, with articles inter alia on party recruitment in Romania during the 1950s, working-class life in Sztálinváros (Hungary's first socialist city), and a prize-winning female workers' brigade in a Hungarian hosiery factory. 56 The fact that most of the contributors hail from and reside in these countries is also instructive. It is surely one of the benefits of the end of a divided Europe that their work is now so accessible, and an indication that in this post-communist age both ''romance'' and ''Western historian'' are somewhat anachronistic terms.
